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Abstract 
Purpose - The purpose of this paper is to establish the case that innovation in the theory and 
practice of educational administration/leadership is very unlikely to occur within the existing 
doxa of our times. By innovation is meant a novel conceptual or practical change in the field of 
practice. By doxa is meant the unquestioned rules of the game and the linkage between the 
agencies and organs of government and foundations supporting research in the field. An 
approach towards thinking outside of the prevailing doxa is presented and explained as one 
possible antidote to the current dominant model. 
Design/methodology/approach - The paper is a conceptual/logical analysis of the reasons why 
the current paradigm dominant in the study and the practice of educational 
administration/leadership is inadequate.  The paradigm has not predicted anything currently 
unknown or understood yet its continued dominance in the field will not lead to any new 
discoveries or innovation but only continued verification of what is already known. 
Finding -The major findings are that the boundaries of behavioral empiricism and social science 
methods impose an orthodoxy of approach in examining matters of administrative and leadership 
practice. Subsequently, it not only limits but also prohibits any new breakthroughs in 
understanding or predicting novel thinking about administration and leadership in educational 
institutions. Breaking out of this conceptual and theoretical box will be difficult as it is embraced 
by an interlocking apparatus of agencies and institutions and enshrined in most research journals 
in the field. 
Research Limitations / Implications - It is unlikely that true new discoveries in understanding 
educational leadership will occur without a restoration of the full range of human emotions and 
motivations which inspire and sustain leaders. New visions of leadership are required which will 
lead to what Lakatos’ has called a progressive research program in which prediction is enhanced 
and novel aspects of leadership emerge. These are not likely to occur given the tradition of 
inquiry currently in use. To use Lakatos’ term, the current research program is de-generative or 
regressive and lags behind the actual practice of school leadership. Thus, we perpetuate the 
theory-practice gap. 
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Practical implications - The continued employment of social science protocols anchored in 
behavioral empiricism and the scientific method are unlikely to lead to any new breakthroughs in 
the practice of educational administration/leadership. The lens of behavioral empiricism 
prohibits a complete understanding of the practice of leadership where that practice becomes 
“subjective” and/or essentially artistic in nature. Practice, therefore, is anchored only in what is 
considered “rational” and the non-rational aspects marginalized or eliminated. 
Social Implications - Researchers working in the dominant social science perspectives using 
hard behavioral empirical traditions embodied in the usual perspective regarding the scientific 
method will continue to miss or marginalize the emotional and intuitive side of leadership, 
aspects which are hard to quantify and assess. Leaders not only act but they feel as well. Without 
emotion in leadership it is extremely hard to build trust in an organization. The moral 
responsibilities of leaders are also anchored in emotion and values held by the leader. These 
elements continue to be understated or marginalized in check list approaches to preparation and 
licensure. 
Originality/value - The originality of the paper synthesizes the parallel perspectives of William 
Foster, Karl Popper, Paul Feyerabend, Michel Foucault, Pierre Bourdieu and Imre Lakatos as it 
pertains to explaining why the current theory of knowledge is not likely to lead to any new 
breakthroughs in the practice of educational administration/leadership. One different approach to 
thinking of leadership as connoisseurship is presented as a potential perspective from the arts as 
a way of viewing leadership as a form of performance in which emotion and intuition are 
recognized aspects of practice.  
Keywords  Paradigm, A field of practice, Doxa, Vielseitigkeit, Theory of Knowledge,  
Paper type Conceptual paper 
  
Introduction 
“Innovatus” is Latin for innovation or “innovatio” which means a renewing or alteration 
(Barnhart, 1995, p. 389). “Interregnum” refers to the time in between one king and another or in 
the Roman Republic times between one consul and another (Andrews, 1854, p.828). In the 
academic field of educational leadership we are stuck in such an interregnum not so patiently 
waiting for a classic Kuhnian paradigm shift (Kuhn, 1996).  By paradigm shift is meant a period 
of time when the dominant descriptive mindset or worldview is sufficiently challenged to give 
way to competing perspectives. We note what Argyris (1972) observed nearly a half-century 
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ago, “Descriptive theories about the present state of the universe inevitably become normative if 
someone suggests or assumes that they are or should continue to exist. Once having made this 
assumption ... socialization to the present state of affairs follows logically” (p. 116). As long as 
the dominant worldview is not challenged it will continue to be normative. 
The “theory movement” in educational leadership, intellectually launched in 1955 (Coladarci and 
Getzels), was declared dead by Foster (1986) thirty years later when he wrote, “The scientific 
study of leadership has essentially faltered, partly because the wrong phenomenon has been 
studied and partly because the functionalist paradigm that houses the studies has gone bankrupt” 
(p. 3). T.B. Greenfield lamented its continuing lingering paradigmatic influence when he told 
Peter Ribbins (Greenfield and Ribbins, 1993) in an interview before his death in 1992, “We 
should ask ourselves why a flawed science persists. Why a science that does not work is still 
hailed as science” (p. 251). Greenfield went on to explain that the reason was, “It offers a world 
in which there are answers to all problems … It is a world of cheerfulness and certainty” (pp. 
251-252). He contrasted this pleasant certitude with, “The alternative is conflict-ridden and 
uncertain, opening up the pain that comes with recognizing the different realities we live in, of 
confronting the value chasms that separate us” (p.252). 
The utopian world of the theory movement is the one in which in the United States the ISLLC 
(Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium) national leadership standards were launched in 
the time period 1994-1995 by the Council for Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) under the 
leadership of Neil Shipman and Joe Murphy (Shipman, 2006) and have become the fabled 
“philosopher’s stone” of medieval times in which lead was turned into gold. In short the 
standards rest on assumptions which are rarely ever seriously questioned and they survive and 
have been applied by political will as opposed to empirical verification (English, 2011). 
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Furthermore, they are the embodiment of Frederick Taylor’s “one best way” (1911/1967) and 
“one size fits all” agenda of de-skilling school administrators, in short cookie-cutter leaders 
(English, 2003a). When the standards are connected to state and national accreditation decisions, 
essentially a policing activity, deviation from them is not only discouraged it is punished. 
Innovation, if it can be considered at all, becomes only strategies of refinement. Similarly in the 
United Kingdom, Gunter (2002) explained how the dominant view of behaviorism yoked to 
managerialism produced a doxa of the same magnitude as the ISLLC standards in the U.S. 
The Nature of Paradigmatic Dominance 
A paradigm was described in Thomas Kuhn’s (1996) classic The Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions. Kuhn indicated that scientific practice occurred with certain traditions. These were 
not based on logic outside those traditions. The function of a paradigm was to help focus 
research because without a paradigm, “…all of the facts that could possibly pertain to the 
development of a given science are likely to seem equally relevant” (Kuhn, 1996, p. 15). The 
purpose of a paradigm is therefore to limit discourse, to pre-structure inquiry, and to render some 
forms of questions irrelevant. It is instructive to quote directly from Kuhn about the way that 
innovation is restricted as long as inquiry is confined to a single paradigm. 
…that enterprise [the use of a paradigm in so-called ‘normal science’] seems an 
attempt to force nature into the preformed and relatively inflexible box that the 
paradigm supplies. No part of the aim of normal science is to call forth new sorts 
of phenomena; indeed those that will not fit the box are often not seen at all. Nor 
do scientists normally aim to invent new theories, and they are often intolerant of 
those invented by others. Instead, normal-scientific research is directed to the 
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articulation of those phenomena and theories that the paradigm already supplies. 
(p.24)  
If there ever was a confession about why new theories, new ideas, new ways of thinking are 
restricted in so-called “normal” science this is the epitome of an explanation. Beveridge (1950) 
observed “that aspect of the scientist’s mind which demands convincing evidence should be 
reserved for the proof stage of the investigation. In research an attitude of mind is required for 
discovery which is different from that required for proof” (p. 44). He further proclaimed that 
“We should not be so obsessed with our hypothesis that we miss or neglect anything not directly 
bearing on it” and “once the experiment is commenced the observer should forget the hypothesis. 
People who are too fond of their hypotheses … are not well fitted for making discoveries” (p. 
44). The Danish physicist and Nobel Prize winner Niels Bohr (1885-1962) similarly commented 
that a good fundamental theory had to be “really crazy” and violate “common sense in a 
fundamental way” to be worth anything (in Gratzer, 2002, p.42).  Darwin called the pursuit of 
such crazy ideas “the fool’s experiment” as an example of “what he undertook to test what most 
people would consider not worth testing” (Beveridge, 1950, p. 119). 
A larger concept at play here is what Bourdieu (1998a) called the logic of the field. By field is 
meant a field of practice. A field of practice contains sets of beliefs called by Bourdieu (1998a) 
doxa. A doxa “is an orthodoxy, a right, correct, dominant vision which has more often than not 
been imposed through struggles against competing visions” (p. 56). Bourdieu (1998a) sees the 
imposition of doxa in any field as one in constant struggle for legitimacy. The intellectual 
struggle occurs because there is no supra agency to bestow legitimacy. Therefore, dominance or 
hegemony is established through continuous struggle. A field, then, is a kind of contested social 
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space in which political actors and agencies attempt to expand their sphere of influence through 
the acquisition and application of various forms of capital: social, economic, and cultural. 
Educational administration/leadership is one such field. Figure 1 below is illustrative of the 
paradigmatic dominance of a specific view of both research and professional practice. 
Insert Figure 1 here 
The dominant paradigmatic outlook of educational administration/leadership as evidenced in its 
doctoral research is positivism/behavioral empiricism. While some scholars in the field posit 
differences in outlook between administration and leadership (see Heck and Hallinger, 2005; 
Ribbins and Gunter, 2002), the dominant research practices in either are similar if not identical 
(Papa and English, 2010). Popper (1968) differentiated between a practice of research and a 
theory of knowledge. While research practices may vary, say quantitative or qualitative 
approaches, and initial assumptions regarding what is true without being questioned may also be 
different whether it is critical theory, critical race theory, or queer theory, empiricism belongs to 
a “theory of knowledge” (p. 43). The theory of knowledge, embodied in the epistemology of 
empiricism is the foundation of nearly all forms of research in educational administration/ 
leadership today. It is the one that is the doxa of our times. It dominates our research journals, 
government funding of educational research, and it is the one that is passed off to doctoral 
students as the “correct” theory of knowledge even as methods and assumptions within that 
tradition vary (Papa and English, 2010) 
The Paucity of Innovation in the Doxa of Research Practice 
Papa and English (2010) examined 1,027 doctoral dissertations in educational leadership during 
the time period 2006-08 representing public and private colleges and universities in the United 
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States, Canada, England, South Africa, Sweden, Puerto Rico, Hong Kong and the Netherlands. 
The total number of Ph.D.s was 475 and Ed.Ds 551. Approximately 6,500 doctorates are 
awarded in education each year. These are both Ed.D. and Ph.D. studies. Doctorates in 
educational leadership would be about 8% of the total. The abstracts of the studies were 
reviewed in ProQuest as the search engine. The number of doctorates included traditional 
universities in the U.S. but also a growing number from for-profit, largely online degree 
university programs such as Capella, Fielding Graduate, Walden, Regent, etc.). About 53% could 
be classified as qualitative, 33% quantitative and 12% as mixed methods. The dominant 
paradigmatic perspective was positivism/empiricism. Not one proffered an innovation in the 
sense of an unanticipated “discovery” promising a breakthrough and a new threshold of 
understanding of either educational administration or leadership. There is an explanation for this 
observation.  
Feyerabend (1993) differentiated between discovery and justification. Justification is inquiry 
within rules and traditions, basically within a paradigm or a theory of knowledge.  It is 
hidebound within the prevailing doxa. Discovery, on-the-other-hand, is often irrational and 
cannot be learned by rules, formulas, or logic. It is most often out of paradigm. For example, in 
the field of medicine no paradigm, rules of logic or scientific method “discovered” penicillin or 
other antibiotics. LeFanu (1999) said of this situation, “scientists alone could never have 
invented or created them from first principles” (p.14). This is an example of discovery. We might 
say, an innovation. When we compel our doctoral students to conduct inquiry using an 
established theoretical lens we are engaging in verification. There is little chance for discovery. 
Feyerabend (1993) observed that “The consistency condition which demands that new 
hypotheses agree with accepted theories is unreasonable because it preserve the older theory, and 
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not the better theory” (p. 24). As long as this tradition remains in our field it is highly unlikely 
we are going to engage in any innovation that is a true discovery. In fact, we can think of no new 
true breakthrough in educational administration/leadership ever reported in a research journal 
since the theory movement of the 1960s. Most research is simply verification and tweaking as 
compared to original or novel discovery.   
For support of our observation here are statements by Stogdill (1974) that “the endless 
accumulation of empirical data has not produced an integrated understanding of leadership” (p. 
vii) and late Bennis and Nanus (1985) who wrote, “thousands of empirical investigations of 
leadership have been conducted in the last seventy-five years alone, but no clear and unequivocal 
understanding exists as to what distinguishes leaders from nonleaders” (p.4) 
We proffer little blame on doctoral students for engaging mostly in verification studies. Most are 
captive of their institutions and the faculty who serve on their committees, most of whom are 
deeply entrenched in the traditions of logic and research methods linked to existing notions of 
theory and practice. Furthermore, for both students and faculty there are few incentives to 
become radical or “crazy” as Niels Bohr (cited in Gratzer, 2002) remarked about the process of 
true discovery. Paradigm dominance defines what passes as legitimate and counts as “common 
sense.” 
Given the overwhelming approach to truth seeking nested in positivistic/ behavioral empirical 
methods, innovation outside of this tradition looks improbable. To be able to confront this kind 
of methodological doxa would lead to a confrontation with long traditions in the field. 
Researchers cannot think outside of their methods because they define the reality they perceive. 
And empiricism is unable to live by its own dogma which is that phenomena not observable are 
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not real. That claim cannot be verified by the axiom it stipulates, that is, it cannot be supported 
by what it proclaims is the method for discerning what is real or true.  Empiricism cannot support 
its most basic claim for primacy as a theory of knowledge. Paul Feyerabend (1995) spoke of the 
traditions of empiricism and “’theories of scientific method’ or ‘theories of scientific rationality’ 
[which] have accompanied science up to the present day, ... have beclouded our understanding of 
science and have occasionally interfered with the business of science itself’” (p. 18). 
In fact, a denial of classical empiricism in field of physics today contradicts its essential 
premises. There is a general understanding by physicists that the world is made up of that which 
is observable, the classical world of Einstein and a second world or layer that is the quantum 
world which is not observable. This view has been called the dualistic philosophy. However, as 
Dyson (2015) notes the emerging perspective is: 
The younger generation [of physicists] rejects duality and accepts … the quantum 
only philosophy. The quantum only philosophy says that the classical world is an 
illusion and only the quantum world exists. The concept of a classical world arose 
because the effects of quantum mechanics are rapidly erased by a phenomenon 
known as decoherence. Decoherence hides the quantum world by destroying 
rapidly the waves arising from quantum effects. After the waves have 
disappeared, whatever is left obeys classical laws and looks like a classical 
world…the marvelous harmony of Einstein’s classical universe is only an 
approximation, valid when quantum waves happen to be small enough to be 
neglected. (pp.16-17) 
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In modern physics there is now a world beyond observation. Is it anti-empirical? Is it 
science? In educational administration/leadership today we posit that it would not be 
admissible. Our experience is based on serving on the editorial boards of a variety of 
research and field journals and as reviewers for them over many years, as well as being 
accepted and rejected for publication in those same outlets. The theory of knowledge that 
comprises the doxa of our field of practice and its dominant logic is firmly entrenched in 
the politics of influence, the dominant positions of agencies, institutions, and groups that 
make up the social-political apparatus in education. By apparatus, Foucault (1980) 
referred to a “self-perpetuating interlocking set of relational agencies which work to 
enhance their own positions of power residing on claims of transcendental truth” 
(English, 2003b, p. 11). Government and foundation priority funding prefers if not 
exclusively then pre-dominantly, the theory of knowledge of empiricism based on what is 
considered scientific methodology. Perhaps the best example is that of the U.S. National 
Research Council’s Scientific Research in Education edited by Shavelson and Towne 
(2002). This publication attempted to position one theory of knowledge as superior to all 
the rest and in so doing upheld the Kuhnian concept of paradigmatic hegemony (English, 
2007). The continued dominance of this perspective all but guarantees that there will be 
no new discoveries in educational leadership, only continuing tweaking of what is 
already known. In Foucault’s (1980) terminology this is a “regime of truth” (p. 133) 
which acts to limit or marginalize any other versions of truth seeking. A “regime of truth” 
acts to define and confine the nature of what is believed to be true within its boundaries. 
Facts and propositions outside of these boundaries are not permitted to be considered and 
actively discouraged or ostracized. 
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Challenges to Kuhnian Conceptions of Normal Practice 
Kuhn’s ideas of how science grows and gradually develops one theory and moves into another 
presents, according to some epistemologists, the wrong picture of “normal science.” Imre 
Lakatos labeled Kuhn’s ideas of scientific change tantamount to “religious change “ (p. 9) 
because shifting paradigms amounted to a kind of religious conversion rather than what was 
claimed as a rational shift based on the facts. Lakatos (1999) went on to show that changes in 
paradigms according to Kuhn were the product of “mob psychology” (p.91), but Lakatos  (1999) 
also asserted that “facts cannot prove propositions” (p. 11) and supported Popper’s claim that 
“under very general conditions all theories have zero probability, whatever the evidence; all 
theories are not only equally unprovable but also equally improbable” (p. 11). Lakatos (1999) 
explained that, “Propositions can only be derived from other propositions, they cannot be derived 
from facts; one cannot prove statements from experience … the demarcation between the soft, 
unproven ‘theories’ and the hard, proven ‘empirical basis’ is non-existent” (p. 16). 
 Because of the criticism he levelled at Kuhn and his ideas of a single explanation for scientific 
inquiry, Lakatos argued for a situation where paradigms, which he called research programs, 
competed with one another over time to see which one would or could explain more phenomena. 
He called this view of science far healthier than what exists today. He labelled a research 
program progressive if it predicted novel aspects previously unanticipated. On-the-other-hand, if 
a research program was de-generative or regressive, it predicted no new or novel facts and was 
unable to explain anomalies within its boundaries. Progressive research programs are able to 
anticipate and predict novel situations never before encountered and by doing so they anticipate 
issues of practice. Regressive research programs (paradigms) follow practice and hence the 
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presence of a theory-practice gap is evidence it is regressive. Criticisms of a theory-practice gap 
have long been levelled at existing administrative/leadership theories (Murphy, 1999, p. 17). 
Our position is that as presently constituted, the empirical, social science model of a theory of 
knowledge has been unable to be progressive for the last thirty years. There have been no new 
novel facts and virtually little, if anything, that predicted previously unanticipated notions about 
leadership. We can expect no innovation unless and until there is a paradigm change. To that 
end, we embarked on a different research journey which is now reported. 
Moving Towards an Alternative Logic of Research Practice 
In 2011, the authors followed an approach to understanding leadership by setting aside the usual 
social science methods of inquiry and deliberately stepping outside of its logic of practice. 
Aware that artists engage in forms of practice and  performance we began an investigation of 
artistic performing arts, primarily dance and theatre (Ehrich, 2010; Ehrich and English, 2013a) 
and later expanded that into music, writing, painting, ceramics, and sculpture (Ehrich and 
English, 2013b). What we wanted were not the disembodied skill lists as exemplified in so many 
of the leadership standards of today, but rather a deeper understanding of the interconnection of 
emotion, intuition and performance. We used Bourdieu’s (1998b) admonition not to “to take 
things of logic for the logic of things” (p. 101). By this we meant that we did not want our 
research method to erase or marginalize aspects it would not permit us to examine in the 
performance of leadership. 
We built on a case study of community arts educator’s dance project designed for women who 
had varying types of abilities and disabilities (Ehrich, 2010).  A subsequent paper culminated in 
a conceptual perspective that considered dance –“the mother of all of the arts” (Sachs, 1937, p.3) 
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– as a metaphor to understand the social and cultural practice of leadership (Ehrich and English, 
2013a). In the paper we adopted dance vocabulary including artistry, emotionality, kinaesthetic 
and somatic knowledge and connoisseurship as a way of conceptualising leadership anew. By so 
doing, we aimed to “restore to leadership its fundamental connection to spirituality [in order to] 
create a counter hegemonic force that is emancipatory and essentially radical” (Ehrich and 
English, 2013a, p.461).   Our leadership as dance paper provided the groundwork for a second 
research project in which we took up the idea of connoisseurship more fully (See Ehrich and 
English, 2013b).   Connoisseurship is a word that has come from the arts, not the social sciences 
(Eisner, 1994) and according to Polyani (1967), connoisseurship is a type of “aesthetic 
recognition” based on tacit knowledge.  In other words, connoisseurship is a recognition that 
there are many types of knowledge apart from cognitive knowledge. Hence, to be a connoisseur, 
such as a connoisseur painter, dancer or leader, requires a demonstration of artistry and other 
forms of knowledge such as kinaesthetic and emotional knowledge.  
There were three phases of the project.  In Phase 1, we interviewed ten artists from Australia and 
the United States (nine Australians, one American) representing a diversity of artistic fields (such 
as dance, drama, visual arts, music composition, sculpture, ceramics, writing). We explored how 
they create art, how they deal with limitations and constraints and what inspires them to create 
art.  In Phase 1, we were guided by Eisner’s (2002) insights regarding the value and contribution 
of the arts to heightening one’s senses and enabling one to “see” the world differently.   In Phase 
2, we interviewed five of the same ten artists to explore how they differentiated their work, 
developed a discerning eye, and thus became more competent artists.  In Phase 3, we interviewed 
ten educational leaders (six Australian, 4 American) to learn how they developed the discerning 
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eye.  The next part of the discussion provides a brief discussion of the findings from each of 
these phases (see Ehrich and English, 2013b, for a full discussion of phases 1 and 2).  
Three of the key themes that emerged from interviews with artists in Phase 1 are discussed here. 
All of the artists used different types of media depending on the type of artistic work they were 
creating. All of them were acutely aware that each type of medium, whether it was clay or 
marble for the sculptor, experienced or novice  dancers for the choreographer, or ceramics or 
print-making for the visual artist, provided possibilities as well as constraints.   Related here was 
the notion of ambiguity and how it was welcomed by artists. It was viewed as a way of 
“turn[ing] limitations into assets” (the director).  Ambiguity was not seen as problematic or a 
source of stress but as a positive for the creative space it afforded them to solve problems.  
A second theme was the aesthetic dimension of feeling and how emotion was often associated 
with creating.  For example, one of the dancer/choreographers referred to the power of dance to 
make people feel different types of emotions. The director referred to the aesthetic response of 
theatre and how art is a deeply human experience.  The third theme that the artists discussed was 
the inherent joy in creating and the great satisfaction they derived from the process.    
In Phase 2 our objective was to explore how the artists had developed a discerning eye, in other 
words, how did they become connoisseurs of their respective disciplines?  What emerged from 
the interviews was a set of eight key themes. These were: 
1. The discerning eye is developmental, evolutionary and dependent on others 
2. The discerning eye can begin in early childhood and the early environment 
3. The discerning eye emerges from hard work and is influenced by factors of serendipity 
4. The discerning eye is the result of personal efforts to attain competency 
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5. The discerning eye is an outcome of the respondent’s increasing differentiation in his or 
her work 
6. The discerning eye comes about via feedback through public recognition 
7. The discerning eye is developed through benchmarking    
8. The discerning eye is aware of the tension that exists between tradition and innovation 
(taken from Ehrich and English, 2013b). 
In Phase 3 of our study, we focused our attention on educational leaders. We were very 
interested to see if any of the themes that emerged from the previous two phases involving artists 
would be evident in the comments made by educational leaders.  The educational leaders did not 
refer to their medium so much as the different types of people with whom they worked. Like the 
artists, they were not averse to ambiguity or complexity; they acknowledged it was part and 
parcel of the work they do.  They were aware there could be many pathways to travel and their 
work as leaders required them to be open, imaginative, responsive and proactive when it came to 
change.   
The second theme of aesthetic responsiveness was apparent in the leaders’ discussions.  They 
referred to the centrality of relationships with staff, the need to be sensitive to others’ needs and 
the need to develop trust.    The third theme of joy was one that resonated with educational 
leaders.  Similar to the artists, the educational leaders referred to the intrinsic satisfaction they 
gain from their work with children and staff.  Many of the educational leaders referred to their 
desire to improve the life chances of the children in their communities, many of whom were 
children were from disadvantaged backgrounds. 
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Seven of the eight themes pertaining to how a discerning eye is developed applied to the 
educational leaders’ comments although they used somewhat different language.  For example, 
the artists referred to the importance of benchmarking whereas educational leaders did not use 
this expression. They were aware of their peers who were exceptional and could describe 
outstanding practice.  Another example of language difference was that the artists referred to a 
“public” (i.e. audience members, gallery visitors, readers, etc.) while the educational leaders 
referred to a range of key people (such as parents, students, staff, community members) who 
influenced them and who in turn they influenced. The theme that was irrelevant to the 
educational leaders was “the discerning eye is aware of the tension that exists between tradition 
and innovation”.  This theme referred to the tension that sometimes arises for artists between 
working within a traditional genre or approach, or moving outside the established rules and genre 
in order to be innovative.  That school leaders did not see this as a tension indicated to us that 
they are not as aware as are artists of how the dominant paradigm has shaped the way in which 
they have been trained, work, and think about their practice.  
An important outcome of this research project was that there were many parallel findings 
between the work of artists and some of the educational leaders we met.  Artists were generally 
more aware of the constraints they worked within and they were more relaxed about their being 
multiple pathways to solving problems. Artists were more positive about dealing with ambiguity.  
School leaders on a continua of connoisseurship were cognisant of the aesthetic dimension 
inherent in their work.   Both the educational leaders and the artists who worked closely with 
others (i.e. choreographer, director) acknowledged the significance of developing good 
relationships with others and saw the need for genuine collaboration in achieving the goals.  Both 
groups acknowledged they were on a connoisseurship continuum and they had gaps in some 
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aspects of their skills and knowledge. The distinctive feature that separated the artists from the 
educational leaders was the context in which they worked.  While the artists were at times 
constrained by their work, particularly commissioned work that had set timeframes and 
parameters in which to create, generally speaking they had more flexibility in planning and 
implementing their work than the educational leaders.   In contrast, the educational leaders were 
bounded by an organisational system in which their formal roles had been designated. Yet, it was 
evident from the comments made by some of these educational leaders that they searched for and 
often found the space they needed to develop their artistry and follow their instincts.  
Conclusion - Capturing the Vielseitigkeit of Leadership 
Vielseitigkeit is a German word which refers to the many-sidedness of social reality (Bourdieu, 
1990, p. 21). Our work with artists has convinced us that by recapturing the many-sidedness of 
leadership, which includes the non-scientific side, we will restore a vision of reconnecting 
emotion and reason in the artistic practice of leadership. To do so we must be able to step outside 
the narrow social science methods that continue to hobble our understanding of it by imposing a 
barrier to considering it all under the banner that it is not admissible in the name of science. 
Jacob Heilbrunn (1996) succinctly captured this idea when he wrote that, “The scientific quest 
for a generic model of leadership can take on only so far. Employing factor analysis to quantify 
leadership and focusing so minutely on the qualities of leadership, the field repeatedly loses sight 
of one of the principal reasons for its subject’s essentially unpredictable nature---the environment 
in which leaders function” (p. 8). 
As for the theory of knowledge that would support such a perspective we have tentatively called 
our work a soft form of empiricism which is more porous as to what constitutes experience than 
18 
 
traditionally accepted. In this respect we have challenged the rigid and dogmatic line of 
demarcation which separates science from non-science in educational administration (English, 
2002). It is akin to the dilemma of modern physicists who deal with a layer of the universe not 
visible to the naked eye (Dyson, 2015). Without this aspect within the equation of studying 
leadership we lose sight of the moral dimensions involved, an especially critical aspect of 
educational leadership. We see the restoration of leadership research as both a scientific and 
artistic endeavour as an antidote to its lack of fecundity and renewed in the concept of 
connoisseurship. In this respect, we agree with Feyerabend (1995) that the relationship between 
authority, experience and knowledge lies in “the changing ability of the professional to deal with 
his [sic] surroundings; it uses the schooled eye, the practised hand of the artisan, the navigator, 
the artist and it develops with his [sic] craft” (p. 17). 
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